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PER CURI AM

Christine Marie K Ndanga, a native and citizen of
Canmeroon, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals affirmng the immgration judge’ s denial of
asylum w thholding of renoval, or relief under the Convention
Agai nst Torture (CAT). By prior order, we granted the Attorney
CGeneral’s notion to dismss the petition for review to the extent
it sought review of the asylumclaim See 8 U S.C. § 1158(a)(3)
(2000) (providing no court has jurisdiction to review decision by
the Attorney General that asylumapplication is untinely). Ndanga
does argue that the Board erred in denying her wthholding of
removal and protection under the CAT.

“To qualify for wi thhol di ng of renpval, a petitioner nust
show that [s] he faces a clear probability of persecution because of
[her] race, religion, nationality, nenbership in a particular

social group, or political opinion.” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316,

324 n.13 (4th Cir. 2002) (citing INS v. Stevic, 467 U S. 407, 430

(1984)). Based on our reviewof the record and t he deci sion of the
immgration judge, we find that substantial evidence supports the
Board’ s deci sion that Ndanga did not neet this burden.

We al so concl ude that Ndanga has failed to prove she is
entitled to protection under the CAT by establishing it is nore
likely than not that she would be subjected to torture upon her

return to Cameroon. Based on our review of the record, we find



t hat substantial evidence supports the Board s finding that Ndanga
failed to sustain her burden of proof. See 8 CFR
8 1208.16(c)(2) (2004) (“The burden of proof 1is on the
applicant . . . to establish that it is nore likely than not
that . . . [s]he would be tortured if renoved to the proposed
country of renoval ”).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review e
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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